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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to notify responsible
parties and members of the public of a change in the implementa-
tion of the remedial action at the Iron Mountain Mine site (“"IMM"
or "the Site"), as selected in the Environmental Protection
Agency’s October 3, 1986 Record of Decision ("ROD") for the Site.
This change will allow the Agency to ensure a more comprehensive
response to the environmental problems posed by acid mine
drainage at Iron Mountain Mine.

Under Section 117(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, 42
U.S.C. § 9617(c), and 40 C.F.R. § 300.435(c) (2), EPA is required
to publish an Explanation of Significant Differences ("ESD")
whenever a significant, but non-fundamental, change is made to a
final remedial action plan. This document provides a brief back-
ground on the IMM Site, describes the change and explains the
manner in which this change affects the ongoing response at the
Site.

By publishing notice of this action, EPA is informing the
public that the IMM site is no longer eligible for the "fund-
balancing" waiver EPA employed in the 1986 ROD. Under the 1985
National Contingency Plan ("NCP") in effect at the time the 1986
ROD was signed, EPA used the fund-balancing waiver when the cost
of a response "that attain[s] or exceed[s] applicable or relevant
and appropriate Federal requirements is outweighed by the need
for action at other sites that may present a threat to the public
health or welfare or the environment, considering the amount of
money available in the Fund." Such a waiver could only have been
used for Fund-financed actions. The October 3, 1986 Record of
Decision assumed that there were no viable responsible parties
who could conduct the response action at the Site and that the
remedy would be entirely Fund-financed. Due to the use of the
Fund-balancing waiver, only limited response actions were planned
for the site.

This past year, acting under a unilateral order issued by
EPA, representatives of one of the responsible parties at the
site completed a major component of the limited response action
selected in the ROD. Accordingly, EPA can no longer assume that
1. In Order No. 89-18 and Order 90-08, EPA identified Iron Moun-
tain Mine, Inc., T.W. Arman and Rhone-Poulenc Basic Chemicals,
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all costs of response will be borne by the Agency and the fund-
balancing waiver of ARARs should no longer be available. This
ESD announces the withdrawal of the ARARs waiver and EPA’s inten-
tion to select a response action that attains all ARARs, or util-
izes another waiver that is appropriate under CERCLA § 121(d) (4).

EPA is not at this time formally amending any of the
response actions selected in the October 3, 1986 ROD. The ac~
tions selected and implemented to date remain part of a com-
prehensive approach to cleanup of the Site. EPA is currently
completing an RI/FS which will help the Agency select some of the
additional actions which are necessary to comply with the
statute’s remedy selection requirements, including selection of a
remedy that is protective of human health and the environment and
that does not use the fund-balancing waiver provision. EPA will
also ensure that studies required to select further response ac-
tions at the Site will be conducted. Among the matters to be in-
cluded in such further studies are the sediments/sludge in Kes-
wick Reservoir, and other concerns which have been identified by
State and federal natural resource agencies.

IT. SITE BACKGROUND

A. Site description

Iron Mountain Mine ("IMM" or "the Site") is located in the
southeastern foothills of the Klamath Mountains, approximately
nine miles northwest of the City of Redding. Between the 1860's
and 1963, IMM was periodically mined for metals including copper,
zinc, pyrite, silver and gold. The mine area is located on 4,400
acres of property that includes an open pit mine, underground
workings, waste rock dumps and tailings piles.

IMM is drained by Boulder Creek to the north, and Slickrock
Creek to the south of the mine. Boulder Creek, a perennial
stream, receives a portion of its flows from the Lawson and Rich-
mond adits via their mine portals. Slickrock Creek, an intermit-
tent stream, receives discharges from underground seepage and
surface flows from the Brick Flat Pit area. A debris slide
diverted the original Slickrock Creek drainage and buried adits
from which acid mine drainage is emanating.

Slickrock Creek and Boulder Creek flow southeastward into
Spring Creek, which flows into the Spring Creek Reservoir,
created by the construction in 1963 of the Spring Creek Debris
Dam, a unit of the Central Valley Project. Releases from Spring
Creek drain into Keswick Reservoir, where they mix with releases
of water from Shasta Dam.

Co. as liable persons under Section 107 (a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §
9607 (a) .



B. Identification of IL.ead and Support Adgencies

EPA is the lead agency for selection and implementation of
response action at IMM. Support agencies include the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the Department of Inte-
rior (including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and
the United States Bureau of Reclamation), the California Depart-
ment of Health Services, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, and the California Department of Fish and Game.

C. Statement Regarding the Administrative Record.

This ESD will become a part of the Administrative Record
file located at:

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
Superfund Records Center

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Hours: Monday through Friday 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.,

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
415 Knoll Crest Dr.

Redding, CA 96002

Hours: Monday through Friday 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.,

Shasta County Public Library
Redding, CA 96002

Hours: Monday and Tuesday 11:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m. and
Wednesday and Thursday 11:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.

D. Summary of history

1. Ownership history

IMM was first secured for mining purposes in 1865. Limited
mining began in 1879 for the recovery of silver and gold. In
1895, IMM was sold to Mountain Mining Co., Ltd., following dis-
covery of massive copper sulfide deposits. Mining continued un-
der their ownership until 1897 when the property was transferred
to Mountain Copper Co., Ltd. of London, England. Mountain Copper
Co., Ltd., conducted extensive mining operations at the site
during the first half of the twentieth century. In 1956, under-
ground mining of the Richmond ore body ceased. Open pit mining
of the Brick Flat Pit continued until 1962.

In 1967, Stauffer Chemical Co. acquired all of the shares of
Mountain Copper Co., Ltd. In 1969, Mountain Copper Co., Ltd.,
sold the properties comprising Iron Mountain Mine to Mountain
Copper, Ltd.’s sole shareholder, Stauffer Chemical Co. Stauffer
Chemical Co. subsequently liquidated Mountain Copper Co., Ltd.




Acid mine drainage continued to be formed during Stauffer’s
ownership and the release of hazardous substances into the en-
vironment at IMM continued during this period. On November 5,
1976, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley
Region ("Regional Board") issued Stauffer an order requiring
Stauffer to take corrective measures to reduce the discharge of
heavy metals into the Sacramento River.

In December 1976, Stauffer transferred thirty one garcels of
the IMM property to Iron Mountain Mines, Inc. ("IMMI"). IMMI, a
California corporation, is the current owner of IMM. IMMI has
owned and operated the site since 1976. Since 1977, IMMI has
sometimes operated two copper cementation plants to recover cop-
per from the acid mine drainage from the Slickrock and Boulder
Creek drainages.

Subsequent to the sale of the IMM property, Stauffer was it-
self the subject of several transactions. Stauffer Chemical Co.
is currently Rhone-Poulenc Basic Chemicals Co., a Delaware cor-
poration, having changed its name September 18, 1989 from Stauf-
fer Chemical Co., a Division of Rhone-Poulenc, Inc.

2. Summary of enforcement proceeding

During the 1970’s and early 1980’s, IMM was frequently the
subject of cleanup and abatement orders and other compliance or-
ders issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

In 1982, EPA became active in connection with the Site and
on April 5, 1982, EPA issued general notices of potential
liability to Stauffer and IMMI for the past and continuing
threatened releases of hazardous substances from IMM and the
resulting damage to and destruction of natural resources.

On September 8, 1983, IMM was included on the EPA National
Priorities List of the nation’s most contaminated sites. That
month, EPA commenced a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study ("RI/FS") to study and evaluate potential remedies for the
Site.

The RI identified five major sources as responsible for ap-
proximately seventy-two percent of the copper and eighty-six per-
cent of the zinc and cadmium being discharged from the Site
during the sampling period. These sources were: the Richmond por-
tal, the Lawson portal, 0l1d Mine/No. 8 seep, Big Seep, and the
Brick Flat Pit By-Pass. 1In addition to the five major sources,
EPA identified numerous other sources of releases of metals and
acid mine drainage at the Site. The studies completed by EPA in
1983 show that the flow of acid mine drainage through tailings
piles on the IMM property is also contributing to metals con-
tamination.

2. Five parcels were transferred to IMMI in December, 1980.



On October 3, 1986, Assistant Administrator J. Winston Porter
approved a Record of Decision for the Site based substantially
upon the information developed under the RI/FS. Pursuant to 40
C.F.R. § 300.68(i) (5) (ii) (1985) (now 40 C.F.R. §
300.430(f) (1) (ii) (C) (1990)), the remedy selected did not meet all
applicable or relevant and appropriate federal requirements be-
cause the need for action at other sites outweighed the need to
attain applicable or relevant and appropriate federal require-
ments at IMM. Conseguently the Iron Mountain Mine ROD did not
address all sources of contamination at the Site or the means to
correct all releases.

The ROD approved for the Site authorized the following
operable units: the construction of a cap over the Richmond
mineral deposit to reduce infiltration into this source of acid
mine drainage; diversion of clean surface water from the Upper
Spring Creek watershed before it reaches the portion of the basin
affected by IMM; diversion of clean water from the South Fork of
Spring Creek; diversion of clean water from Upper Slickrock
Creek; enlargement of the Spring Creek Debris Dam; installation
of necessary perimeter controls; and completion of a study to
better define the use of low density cellular concrete to mini-
mize the formation of acid mine drainage.

3. Subgsequent to the selection of the Fund-balanced

remedy in 1986, EPA began construction of the remedial actions
identified in that ROD.

On July 19, 1988, EPA initiated construction of the partial
cap over the Richmond mineralized zone. As part of that con-
struction, EPA utilized tailings materials from the Minnesota
Flats area as well as selected other tailings piles which con-
tained relatively high concentrations of copper, cadmium, and
zinc.

EPA began design of the stream diversion structures in Sep-
tember, 1987. EPA began construction of the Slickrock Creek
diversion in July, 1989.

In January, 1989, the Bureau of Reclamation, working under
an interagency agreement with the EPA, completed a thirty per
cent design for the Upper Spring Creek diversion and a thirty per
cent design for the South Fork Spring Creek diversion. On Oc-
tober 3, 1989, EPA notified responsible parties that it would be
inviting them to take over the construction, operation and main-
tenance of the diversion structures. On January 26, 1990, EPA
formally invited the responsible parties to participate in nego-
tiation of a Consent Decree whereby they could assume respon-
sibility for construction of the diversions. The responsible
parties failed to submit an offer to do so.




On March 28, 1990 EPA issued Rhone-Poulenc, IMMI and
T.W.Arman Order No. 90-08, requiring that they construct designed
diversion structures for Upper Spring Creek and South Fork Spring
Creek. EPA subsequently suspended construction of the South Fork
Spring Creek diversion. The order also required operation and
maintenance of the structures, and operation and maintenance of
the site roads. The Upper Spring Creek diversion was constructed
during 1990 and completed in early 1991.

EPA is currently working on an RI/FS to examine possible
source controls for releases from the Richmond mineralized zone
and the Boulder Creek drainage to help achieve the ARARs previ-
ously the subject of the Fund-balancing waiver. Further studies
will also be necessary to select appropriate response actions for
other releases and sources, including the sediments/sludge in
Keswick Reservoir.

E. Summary of contamination problems

Historic mining activity at IMM has fractured the mountain
increasing access of surface water, rain water and oxygen to the
mineralized zones within the mine. Precipitation and surface
water infiltrating the mountain form sulfuric acid in the
presence of oxygen due to the oxidation of the pyrite. The sul-
furic acid is drained by the mine workings and leaches out cop-
per, cadmium, zinc and other metals. This heavy metal laden acid
mine drainage flows out of the mine portals and seeps.

Much of the metals bearing acid mine drainage is ultimately
channeled by the creeks into the Spring Creek Reservoir. The
Bureau of Reclamation periodically releases the stored acid mine
dralnage impounded behind Spring Creek Debris Dam into Keswick
Reservoir. These planned releases of acid mine drainage are ad-
justed to coincide with water releases from Shasta Reservoir.
Even though the coincident releases from Shasta Reservoir
mitigate the toxicity of the releases from Spring Creek, the tar-
get concentrations of this mixture are nevertheless approx1mately
twice the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
Basin Plan standards for copper and zinc.

On occasion, during periods of large flows down Spring
Creek, Spring Creek Reservoir has filled rapidly, causing Spring
Creek Dam to spill, resulting in the release of harmful quan-
tities of metals into the Sacramento River. These releases have
not always been accompanied by commensurate increased releases
from Shasta Dam. In addition, over time there has been an ac-
cumulation of metals-bearing sediments in the Spring Creek and
Keswick Reservoirs and in the Sacramento River.

The run-off of metals bearing acid mine drainage has im-
pacted the fishery resources of the Sacramento River. The major
fishery resources of the Sacramento River below Keswick Dam in-
clude migratory populations of salmon and steelhead, and resident
populations of wild trout. The adult salmon and steelhead
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migrate from the ocean to the river where they reproduce. The
young remain in the river through the juvenile life stage or
sometimes longer in the case of steelhead. Due to the winter
rains, metal laden discharges from the Spring Creek Basin fre-
quently occur during January through March which is a time of
year that salmonoid life stages most sensitive to metal toxicity
are abundant in the river. These sensitive life stages include
egg incubation and the rearing of the fall run, egg incubation of
the late fall run, the end of the rearing of the winter run, and
some egg incubation and rearing of the spring run.

The monetary value of the chinook salmon and steelhead trout
runs produced upstream from the Red Bluff Diversion dam has been
estimated to be $33.7 million annually. The economic value of
these fishery resources, once restored, is expected to increase
to $72 million annually. As these estimates were made at the
time of the 1986 ROD, it is expected that current estimates would
be higher.

The metals from IMM have contributed to fish kills as well
as incidents of sublethal toxicity which reduce the overall
productivity of the population, including effects such as reduced
growth rates, physiological problems, and diminished immune
response.

The release of metals from IMM has contributed to a steady
decline in the fisheries population in the Sacramento River.
California Fish and Game has estimated that the fall run of
chinook salmon in the upper Sacramento River has ranged from an
estimated high of 400,000 in 1953 to a low of 20,000 with an
average decline of 87 percent in the last 20 years. The average
run of salmon has declined from 275,000 to 75,000 salmon. The
upper Sacramento River once produced half of the state’s chinook
salmon.

IMM has been responsible for numerous fish kills in the
Sacramento River. There have been thirty nine documented fish
kills near Redding since 1940. In February, 1964 an estimated
100,000 fish were killed in a single incident. A fish kill in
January-February, 1967 killed over 47,000 trout. In 1969, a sig-
nificant fish kill that destroyed the salmon fry in the Redding
area, occurred when the Spring Creek Debris Dam overflowed.
During overflow of the debris dam in January, 1978, there was a
documented loss of 37 percent of the salmon fry in the Redding
area. In January, 1979, a release of contaminated water made
hecessary by IMMI’s violation of its Regional Board order led to
another significant fish kill.

In addition to these fish kills, releases from IMM have af-
fected water supplies. An accidental release of IMM sediments
impounded behind the Keswick Dam occurred in the Fall of 1988,
resulting in a plume of heavy metal laden sediments flowing down
the Sacramento River, causing the City of Redding to close its




municipal water intake wells. This release occurred due to a
power drawdowh experiment conducted by the Bureau of Reclamation
at the request of the City of Redding.

In a letter from the California Department of Fish and Game
requesting EPA assistance with the impending fish emergency for
the winter of 1989-90, the Department stated that "It is well
documented that drainage from Iron Mountain Mine contains con-
centrations of metals and acid toxic to fish and other aquatic
life. Fishery resources vulnerable to destruction include four
races of chinook salmon, steelhead, and rainbow trout. The
chinook salmon include: the winter-run chinook, which has been
listed in an emergency listing as a State endangered species and
is a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act;
spring-run and late fall-run chinook, which are both at low
population levels; and the fall-run chinook, which is the stock
that supports California’s important sport and commercial salmon
fishery. Last year the spawning grounds that were protected from
fish kills from Iron Mountain Mine produced over 30 million dol-
lars worth of salmon. Historic fish kills have destroyed fish
that are life stages between embryo and adult in as little as a
48-hour exposure period. Fish kills impact the sport and commer-
cial salmon fisheries in future years."

F. Description of the October 3, 1986 ROD

1. In general

On October 3, 1986, Assistant Administrator J. Winston Porter
approved a Record of Decision for the Site based substantially
upon the information developed under the RI/FS.

The ROD approved for the Site authorized the following ac-
tivities: the construction of a cap over the Richmond mineral
deposit to reduce infiltration into this source of acid mine
drainage; diversion of clean surface water from the Upper Spring
Creek watershed before it reaches the portion of the basin af-
fected by IMM; diversion of clean water from the South Fork of
Spring Creek; diversion of clean water from Upper Slickrock
Creek; enlargement of the Spring Creek Debris Dam; installation
of necessary perimeter controls; and a study to better define the
use of low density cellular concrete to minimize the formation of
acid mine drainage.

2. Fund-balancing issue

Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.68(i) (5) (ii) (1985) (now 40 C.F.R.
§ 300.430(f) (1) (ii) (C) (1990)), the remedy selected did not meet
all applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal requirements
because the need to use Fund moneys to perform actions at other
sites posing a threat to public health or welfare or the environ-
ment outweighed the need to achieve or exceed the requirements at



IMM. Consequently the Iron Mountain Mine ROD did not address all
sources of contamination at the Site or the means to correct all
releases.

III. Comments by Interested Agencies

On March 13, 1991, EPA distributed a draft copy of this Ex-
planation of Significant Differences to State and federal
agencies, including the California Department of Fish and Game,
the California Department of Health Services, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (Central Valley Region), the United States
Bureau of Reclamation, the United States Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the
Department of Interior and the National Marine Fisheries Service.
Comments were received by the California Department of Fish and
Game, the Department of Health Services, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration and the United States Bureau of Reclamation. The
Department of Health Services, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration all expressed sup-
port for the action.

In addition to the support for the action, the commenters
suggested several technical corrections and additions, which have
been incorporated in this final document.

Copies of the comments are attached to this document and
will be included in the administrative record file for the Site.

A. Comments of National Oceanic _and Atmospheric Administra-
tion

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration re-
quested that EPA explain that it is planning to conduct RI/FS ac-
tivities to assist in selecting operable units for "the sludge in
Keswick Reservoir and other natural resource concerns." This
change has been made in the suggested portions of the text.

B. Comments of the United States Bureau of Reclamation

The United States Bureau of Reclamation ("USBR") suggested
several clarifications of the text regarding the manner in which
releases occur from Spring Creek Debris Dam, the time of year
discharges occur, and a more complete description of the 1988
release caused by the power drawdown experiment. The USBR also
identified two specific changes, a typographic error and an ex-
planation of the relationship of the USBR and the Fish and
Wildlife Service to the Department of Interior. These changes
have all been made in the text.




C. Comments of the Regional Water Quality Control Board

The Regional Water Quality Control Board concurred in the
withdrawal of the fund-balancing waiver. The Regional Board made
further observations on a recommended course of action for fur-
ther remedy selections at IMM. These comments will be taken into
consideration at the time of remedy selection and are repeated
here for informational purposes:

"In taking this action...it is timely to refocus on the
declared objectives of the Superfund program. The previ-
ously stated position of the Regional Board is that the
program objective should be achievement of State adopted
water quality standards for selected metals at Keswick
Dam. In achieving this objective, it is recognized that
the quality of upstream waters (i.e. Keswick Reservoir,
Spring Creek, Boulder Creek, and Slickrock Creek) will
be substantially improved, and there will be some
measure of beneficial use restoration. It would not be
appropriate to target remedial actions to achieve State
adopted metal objectives in these upstream waters, given
the extensive past disturbance in the watershed and the
impractability of removing all pollution sources."

D. Comments of the Department of Health Services

The Department of Health Services ("DHS") stated that it
agreed that "retracting the Fund-balance waiver is an appropriate
action." DHS noted that its position is "based on and parallels
EPA’s efforts to have all future investigative and remedial work
necessary for the IMM site performed by the potentially respon-
sible parties."

DHS also suggested a point of clarification with respect to
compliance with EPA’s orders requiring construction and operation
of the treatment plant and the Upper Spring Creek Diversion. As
DHS notes "It is our understanding the treatment plant and diver-
sion were constructed (and are operated) solely by ICI-Americas."
EPA has made a textual change to indicate that Rhone-Poulenc, on
whose behalf ICI has been conducting work, was the party which
conducted the work under the orders.

E. Comments of the California Department of Fish and Game

The Department of Fish and Game concurred in EPA’s proposed
action in withdrawing the fund balancing waiver. The Department
of Fish and Game also included a discussion of its view of the
goals of the cleanup and identified several statutes which it
believes to be most important for protecting and restoring the
biological resources in the Sacramento River. EPA intends to in-
clude these statutes in its discussion of ARARs in the RI/FS cur-
rently being prepared.

10



In addition, the Department of Fish and Game recommended EPA
explain more fully the types of actions needed to achieve the
final remedy and identified two areas in the text in which it
recommended clarification. EPA has included a fuller discussion
of the types of actions needed in the text, and has revised lan-
guage in the text to clarify the other issues commented on. The
Department wished to make clear that even "controlled" releases
of acid mine drainage from the Spring Creek Debris Dam may be
deleterious to aquatic species, and to clarify that cost es-
timates of the value of the fishery are no longer current.

IV. EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES

A. Rejection of Fund-balancing Approach

EPA is no longer using the fund-balancing approach to IMM
since the Site is no longer being cleaned up using only Fund
moneys. Instead, significant portions of the response are and
have been implemented by persons determined to be responsible
parties under CERCLA § 107. As stated in 40 C.F.R. §
300.68(1) (5) (ii) (1985), the Fund-balancing waiver is available
for "Fund-financed responses only." The preamble explained that
it is not available in enforcement actions because "the Fund-
balancing exception by its terms can only apply to the conserva-
tion of Fund money." 50 Fed.Reg. 47912, 47920 (Nov. 20, 1985).

The October 3, 1986 ROD does not discuss the availability of
private funding, but discusses in detail the possible impacts on
the Superfund’s ability to fund other sites if the fund-balanced
waiver is not invoked. See October 3, 1986 Record of Decision at
50-52.

On August 17, 1989, EPA issued Order No. 89-18 to T.W. Ar-
man, IMMI and Stauffer Chemical requiring implementation of a
removal action. On March 28, 1990, EPA issued Order No. 90-08 to
T.W. Arman, IMMI and Rhone-Poulenc, the successors to Stauffer.
3. The current NCP is in agreement. The preamble to the 1990 NCP
provides that "([the fund-balancing] waiver may be used for Fund-
financed CERCLA actions under CERCLA section 104 only." 55
Fed.Reg. 8666, 8750 (March 8, 1990). The waiver may not even be
used for other federal cleanups. As stated in the preamble,

"Tn response to comments on use of this waiver by
federal agencies other than EPA and by PRPs, EPA notes
that CERCLA section 121(d) (4) (F) clearly restricts use
of this waiver to response actions conducted under
CERCLA section 104 using the Fund, i.e., financed by the
Hazardous Substance Superfund. Therefore, this waiver
is unavailable for other federal agencies."

55 Fed.Reg. 8666, 8751 (March 8, 1990).
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In response to these orders, Rhone~Poulenc constructed and
operated a treatment plant, and constructed the Upper Spring
Creek diversion, provided for in the ROD. Since the fund-
balancing waiver may not be used for a site at which responsible
parties are conductlng the response action, EPA may no longer use
the fund-balancing waiver at IMM. On January 2, 1991, EPA issued
the responsible parties Order No. 91-7, requiring, among other
matters, operation and maintenance activities for the completed
remedial actions.

B. Future Changes to the Selected Remedy

The response actions implemented to date under the 1986 ROD
remain important components of a response action regardless of
whether the remedy relies upon fund-balancing. EPA is not,
therefore, formally amending the ROD at this time, but rather
will evaluate possible supplemental actions which may be taken to
achieve compliance with ARARs or justify use of other waiver
prov1s1ons. EPA has undertaken a further RI/FS for source con-
trol in the Boulder Creek drainage, and is planning to conduct
further studies with respect to other sources at the Site. EPA
anticipates that it will seek public comment on a preferred al-
ternative for the source control in the Boulder Creek drainage
later this year. The Record of Decision for that source control
remedy will not use the fund-balancing waiver.

o Ay Mreplaen Ale ¢ /fay

aniel W¢ McGoverw Dated
Regional Administrator

Attachments
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